There has been a substantial increase in the number of medical and health professional education manuscripts being submitted to an increasing number of journals in this field. More reviews and more reviewers are needed to facilitate discussion of both relevance and quality of those manuscripts. MedEdPublish relies on readers and Review Panel members to contribute to this process, thereby helping to maintain standards in medical and health professional education publishing. This article provides guidance that is most relevant to reviewers and potential authors for MedEdPublish, but may be relevant to publishing in other medical and health professional journals.
Introduction
One of the major challenges facing academic publishing is that manuscript reviews are increasingly difficult to source. Although the number of academic journals in medical education has increased over the last 15 years or so, the number of manuscripts submitted has increased even more. Accordingly, the demand for peer review of manuscripts has also increased dramatically. In response, many journals now reject a substantial proportion of manuscripts without the benefit of peer review. Anecdotally, editors often invite 6-7 reviewers to receive 1-2 reviews. Those known to do reviews are being asked more frequently. For example, these authors often receive at least one review request each day, which is very difficult to fit into busy lives.
This situation threatens one of the underlying principles of academic endeavor because peer review is regarded as the most effective way to maintain academic standards. While MedEdPublish is a post-publication peer review online journal, with a high proportion of submitted manuscripts published relatively rapidly without the potential for some causes of publication bias (Hays, 2016) , the journal depends upon reviews of published articles from both our Review Panel members and the general readership. The discussion threads that follow amongst our community of practice maintain both standards and relevance. More reviewers and more reviews are needed to allow the journal to continue to meet its objectives. This article aims to assist two audiences. The first is the members of our Review Panel, because feedback has suggested that some reviewers feel uncomfortable attaching their names to open reviews that may be critical. The second audience is the general readership, because MedEdPublish genuinely wants more readers to write reviews and contribute to discussions about ideas and research findings. Writing reviews may also be a valuable learning experience. Reviewing is, arguably, the most effective way of keeping abreast of developments and research in our community of practice, although it can be resource intensive. The review process for MedEdPublish is a little different to reviewing for more traditional medical journals, so here is some guidance. Although the guidance is particularly suited to MedEdPublish, it is likely to be suitable for other medical and health professional education journals. Further, the content may be of interest to potential authors, as it describes features that may receive better reviews.
Performing the review
The time required is about 30-60 minutes per manuscript. If the topic is in your area of expertise, writing a review may be quicker, although it may be tempting to offer too much advice, or perhaps even re-write the paper! The potential for conflict of interest should, if anything, be over-declared, allowing the editors and readers to decide. The medical education community is small, so any links through institutions, committees and research interests are possible conflicts. If not in your area of expertise, a 'generalist' view is still often very useful, but this should be stated in the review. Similarly, reviews by the general readership, particularly students and recent graduates, are welcome, but this background should be stated to provide the context of your perspective. For less experienced reviewers, a systematic approach to the analysis of a paper is helpful. One evidence-based-medicine textbook that has excellent checklists for the appraisal of research papers (not just medical education) is 'How to Read a Paper' (Greenhalgh, 2010) .
It is worth asking the question: is there a difference between reviews and comments? The answer is yes, although there may be some overlap. Comments may be as short as a few words or a sentence and about only a single issue, whereas reviews should be a more detailed, comprehensive and structured analysis, with a combination of positive feedback and suggestions for improvement. Different kinds of papers may warrant different responses. For example, personal opinion manuscripts, editorials and commentaries may better suit comments rather than reviews. Reviews are welcome on all categories of manuscripts, but are essential for those presenting research, evaluation or new educational methods, where data are analysed and interpreted.
Step 1. Read the manuscript through from beginning to end, then pause to consider it as a whole Scope. Is the manuscript about medical education? Sometimes authors submit manuscripts that are more about health care or healthcare education of the public. While these may be interesting, they may fit better into other journals. Increasingly, some people submit out-of-scope manuscripts to either gain a publication falsely or to demonstrate that peer review is flawed. The editors will probably forward only those that are within scope, but sometimes this is a difficult judgement. Does this appear to be an original contribution, or have you read previously something either similar or based on the same data? 'Salami slicing' refers to the dividing-up of data from a large study into two or more smaller studies, with same question and population described, without transparency, in more than one publication. This is not uncommon, particularly for studies involving large surveys. Reviewers should alert editors if this is suspected. Fraudulent research with fabricated data is rare in medical education, perhaps because this field is less likely to be a battlefield of grants, high citation index journals and institutional reputations, but reviewers should be mindful of the possibility. Is the manuscript reasonably current? Sometimes a paper is written
